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122 Equal Rights 


Nn. We Cross the Rubicon 
| ual 1 his HE Equal Nationality Bill has passed the House—wnanimously. It 
‘ q o haa has passed the Senate—unanimously. Women are about to become in 


law the equals of men. 
mie > Beat Now that it has happened, and convinced though we were that it must come 


a | National Woman’s Party soon, the news is almost too good to be true. It is so staneeree that it pod 
= ‘ ; strange that the whole nation does not rise to a woman (“she” including “he” ) 

Capitol Hill, 
eee Washington, D. C. to cheer its head off. The Declaration of Independence for women is about 
, +. Phone, Atlantic 1210 to become reality, not only in these United States, but throughout the world. 
| Published Weekly The date of the passage of the Bill by the Senate was Thursday, May 10; 
at 19 West Chase Street, the House had passed it on April 25. The Bill now goes to the President for 
Baltimore, Md. his signature, and it is a foregone conclusion that he will sign. But that is 


only part of the story. 
Edith Houghton Hooker . . «~ ~~ KEéitor On Wednesday, May 9, the Equal Nationality Treaty arrived in Washington 
Emilie A. Doetsch . . . Managing Editor from Montevideo. From the State Department it was sent to the White 
Business Mamacer House with a letter from Secretary of State Cordell Hull recommending that 
wave 8 FS | it be submitted to the Senate for ratification. It was sent by the President 
to the Senate, Saturday, May 12, and was at once referred to the Foreign 
Zoe Beckley | _ oe | Relations Committee. In the Senate a two-thirds vote will result in its 
Chamberiai Harel ratification, 
Ernestine Evans oe oo Through ratification, the United States will have twice committeed itself to 
Zona Gale the practice of equality in nationality; first, through an Act of Congress, 
Rebecea Hourwich fonuls ‘Trondwell and, secondly, by international compact. When its representatives at Monte- 
loner oN. “wee video with those of twenty other American Republics adopted the Nationality 
Be in. Treaty, it and the twenty other concurring Powers pledged their good faith, 
Baltimore, Md., under Act March 3, 1879. | subject to whatever ratification the laws of each country required, to : the 
Subscription, $2.00 a Year reciprocal obligation of wiping out every discrimination between their men — 
; : ct o ngress can repealed or amen much more easily than 
a nation can repudiate the solemn compact of a treaty. Ratification of the 
Equal Nationality Treaty will put on a firmer basis all that has been accom- 
Vice-Chairmen, plished by the Equal Nationality Bill. But that again is only part of the 
Del. st ory. | | 
pont Polliteer, 8. C. | Can a nation which has enfranchised its women, ostensibly raising them 
from subjects to citizens—but withal denying them the rights accorded to. 
Congressional Chairman, Maud Younger, Cal. persons which, however, it had previously accorded to negro men—enter into 
P a treaty with other nations which is a mutual guarantee of equal international 
previous attitude of Congress, we cannot believe that ratification of the Equal 
Rights Treaty can be any longer delayed, once the Equal Nationality Treaty 
Edith Houghton Hooker, Md. Mrs. John Jay White, N. Y. _ 8 written into international law. And then what possible other step can 
Elizabeth Kent, Calif there be than that the Equal Rights Amendment, sprung full-fledged like 
Burnita 8. Matthews, Miss. | Mrs, Valentine Winters, Ohio Minerva from the brain of Alice Paul, Founder of the National Woman’s 
Lola Maverick Lioyd, Ill. = Maud Younger, Calif. Party, will be written into the Constitution of the United States? But that 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE WOMAN’S PARTY | once again is only part of the story. | 
pewrer emus $10.00 The two Treaties were considered, Canada excepted, by all the nations 
Associate Members ..... $1.00 of North, Central and South America. A revolution so stupendous as the 
mg ec is | onnes granting of equality in all respects to the women of America must start similar 
Life Members $1,000.00 revolutions in every other land. Did not Helen A. Archdale, Chairman of 
i... Ss ‘aan the Equal Rights International, so declare in her recent letter to Doris 
Stevens, Chairman of the Inter American Commission of Women, last week 
is in Equat Ricuts? “How far that little candle throws its beams!” The 
OBJECT OF THE WOMAN’S PARTY Equal Nationality Bill—our old H. R. 3673—is the torch that must bring the 
The object of this. organization shall be | light of justice, of a newer evaluation of womanhood and of humanity, into 
be | to secure for women complete equality the darkest corner of the earth. 
2 with men under the law and in all human We are indeed almost too breathless with the tumult in our own brains 
: — and hearts to realize what this will mean to the human race not only today, 
_ THE LUCRETIA MOTT AMENDMENT but for all time. For centuries, woman, held imprisoned in a chrysalis of 
“Men and women shall have Equal Rights injustice, has tried to work her way to the light. Bound and silenced by 
throughout the United States and every man-made laws, her potentialities have been only half realized and exercised. 
ae | ee As the mother of the race, she has her own special contribution to make to 
‘a ae mien Som government in addition to the great contribution she has always made, and 
will continue to make, in the narrower confines of the home. As one to whom 
House Joint oe Wauber 1] liberty and justice have been denied, she will bring to civilization a new 
Introduced in the Senate March 10, 1933, concept of both. Women, as a Woman’s Party leader recently said, are the 
by SmNatoR JOHN G. Townsanp, Delaware. more peaceable sex; they will not fight unless their young are endangered. 
by Anna Howard Shaw is reputed to have said that Christ himself preached 
| complete equality of the sexes. The reign of “Peace on Earth” may be the 


end of the story. | 
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Bill Swept Passage 


ATIONWIDE congratulations have 
been pouring in at Alva Belmont 
House, national headquarters of 

the Woman’s Party in Washington, since 
the passage Thursday, May 10, by the 
Senate of the Equal Nationality Bill. 
This is the first great victory for Equal 
Rights since American women won the 
vote in 1920. According to Alice Paul, 


Founder of the Party and author of the 


Bill, through whose statesmanlike efforts 
is largely due the resultant victory of 


- unanimous favorable votes in both House 


and Senate, the beneficent effects of its 
passage are almost incalculable. 
At Alva Belmont House, surrounded by 


- those who in the past weeks and months 


have toiled unceasingly beside her to have 
mothers granted the same rights as 
fathers to transmit nationality to their 
children, Miss Paul gave out the follow- 
ing statement: 

“Coming at this time when - many 
countries women are being ruthlessly de- 
prived of the rights which they had won 
with great hardship, this legislation gives 
the United States leadership in the move- 
ment for the emancipation of women. The 
prompt ratification by this Government 
of the Pan American Equal Nationality 


Treaty will give an irresistible impetus | 


to Equal Rights throughout the countries 
of this Hemisphere. With the women of 
the Americas free and sharing freely in 


the Governments..of their countries, 
Government of Europe will long be able : 


to hold its women in bondage.” 
Historically, the struggle for equal 


nationality, like that for Equal-Rights-in- 
all-respects began immediately after the 
ratification of the Suffrage Amendment. 
By the Cable Act in 1922 the law was 
equalized so far as retention of citizen- 
ship upon marriage to an alien was con- 
cerned, but until the passage of the Equal 
Nationality Bill, fathers alone had the 
right to transmit nationality to children 
born abroad. The Equal Nationality Bill 
also equalizes the law for men and women 
in the matter of renouncing citizenship 
upon marriage with an alien (women 
heretofore have had this right but not 
men) the transmission of citizenship by 
naturalized citizens, and the time re- 
quired for an alien marrying an Ameri- 
can citizen to acquire citizenship. 
According to Miss Paul, the measure is 


in line not only with the country’s policy . 


of granting equal suffrage rights to wom- 
en but with its nationality policy as an- 
nounced on several previous occasions 
and recently embodied in the Equal Na- 
tionality Treaty adopted at the Pan Amer- 
ican Conference at Montevideo. Its en- 
actment, it is held by the National Wom- 
an’s Party which has been the chief pro- 
ponent of this legislation although the 
principle has been endorsed by many other 
women’s groups, will make the ratifica- 


tion of the Treaty which was transmitted, 
May 12, to the Senate and immediately 
referred to its Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, a matter of form. It should also 
advance the efforts of the Women’s Con- 
sultative Committee on Nationality in 
Geneva of the League of Nations to secure 
the adherence of all other nations to the 
Pan American Treaty. | 

Exultation in the passage of the Bill is 
shared with the National Woman’s Party 
by many other women’s organizations 
which gave their support to equal na- 
tionality legislation, including the Gen- 


FOR AMERICAN MOTHERS 


The following telegram was sent to the 
President on Mother’s Day: | 


13, 1934. 
“Honorable Franklin D. 


“President of the United States, 
“The White House. 

“Greetings on Mother’s Day to the 
President of the United States and to the 
mothers within the White House. On this 
day we venture to urge your signature to 
H. R. 3673, giving American mothers the 
right to transmit their American nation- 

_ ality to their children. The self-evident 
justice of this Bill we are sure will appeal 
to your keen sense of right. This Bill 
passed both House and Senate unani- 
mously, and is now at the White House. 
We ask your prompt consideration. 
(Signed) “General Federation of Women’s 

Clubs, Grace Morrison Poole, 
Presiden 


t, 
“National Association of Women 
La ers, Olive Stott Gabriel, 


“National Association of Women 
Dr. Mary O’Mal. 


“National Society Daughters of 
‘the Revolution, 


mimittee, 
“National Woman’s Party, Fior- 
ence Bayard Hilles, Acting 

Chairman.” 


eral Federation of Women’s Clubs, Na- 
tional Federation of Business and Pro- 
fessional Women’s Clubs, National Asso- 
ciation of Women Lawyers, National 
Council of Jewish Women, National 
Zonta Clubs, National Association of 
Women Physicians, National Association 
of Women Real Estate Operators, Wom- 
en’s International League for Peace and 
Freedom, Southern Women’s National 


Democratic Association, and National So- 


roptimists, The D. A. R. went on record 
in support of this measure in 1920. It 
was also supported by many smaller or- 
ganizations as well as by practically all 
the women leaders in the country. 

The Bill was introduced in the Senate 
by Senator Copeland of New York and 
in the House by Representative Dickstein 
of New York. Those in the upper house 
who were particularly active in its sup- 
port were Senators Royal 8S. Copeland, 
N. Y.; Senator Joseph T. Robinson, Ark., 
Majority Leader; Senator Charles Mc- 
Nary, Oregon, Minority Leader; Senator 


Marcus Coolidge, Mass., Chairman Immi- 
gration Committee; Senator Hattie W. 
Caraway, Ark., only woman member of 
the Senate; Senator J. Hamilton Lewis, 
Illinois, Democratic Whip; Senator Sim- 
eon D. Fess, Ohio; Senator Augustine 
Lonergan, Conn.; Senator Joseph O’Ma- 
honey, Wyoming ; Senator Walcott, Conn. ; 
Senator McKellar, Tenn.; and Senator 
Walsh, Mass. 

Among the members of the House ac- 
tively supporting and working for the 


“Bill were, in addition to Mr. Dickstein 


who led the debate, Representative Byrns, 
of Tennessee, Majority Leader; Represen- 
tative Bankhead, of Alabama, Chairman 
of the Rules Committee; Representative 
Rainey, of Illinois, Speaker of the House; 
Representative Snell, of New York, Re- 
publican Floor Leader; Representative 
Lea, of California, Chairman of the Demo- 
cratic Caucus; Representative Crosser, of 
Ohio, Chairman of the Steering Commit- 
tee; Representative Martin Dies, of Texas, 
Member of the Immigration Committee; 
Representative Hatton W. Sumners, of 
Texas, Chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee; Representatives Dirksen of IIli- 
nois, Millard of New York, Weideman of 
Michigan, Kramer of California, and J. 
Will Taylor of Tennessee, members of the 
Immigration Committee; and Represen- 
tatives Greenwood and Ludlow of In- 
diana, Pierce of Nebraska, Englebright of 
California, Martin of Massachusetts, and 
Mapes of Michigan. 

Others who took an active part in the 
passage of the Bill in the House and who 
spoke in its behalf were Representatives 
Virginia Jenckes of Indiana, Edith 
Nourse Rogers of Massachusetts, Isabella 
Greenway of Arizona and Marian Clarke | 
of New York. Representatives McCarthy 
of Kansas, Lehlbach of New Jersey, 
Jenkins of Ohio, Oliver of New York, 
Adams of Delaware, Henney of Wiscon- 
sin, Keller of Illinois, Brown of Kentucky 
and Dunn of Pennsylvania were also 


among its sponsors. 


Representative Dirksen of Illinois 
pointed out the importance of the measure 
as “a link in the endeavors of women to 
secure Equal Rights, and an importart 
part in an effort which has continued for 
a century or more, for the emancipation 
of women.” Representative Millard of 
New York described the measure as “a 
necessary step, following women’s en- 
franchisement as citizens.” 

The United States is not alone in giving 
its women the right to transmit citizen- 


_ ship to their children. Five countries, 


Argentina, Chile, Paraguay, Uruguay and 
the Soviet Union have fully equalized na- 
tionality rights. The Pan American 
Equal Nationality Treaty when ratified, 
will extend such rights to all the women 
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of this Hemisphere. Eight additional 
countries, including seven Latin Ameri- 
can Republics and Turkey, give mothers 
Equal Rights in the transmission of citi- 


Victory Followed 


O one except those who were actual- 
N ly on the firing line had any con- 
ception of the obstacles that im- 
peded the passage of the Equal National- 
ity Bill. For weeks and weeks, efforts 
were made against apparently insuper- 


‘able opposition to bring the measure to a — 


vote in the House. 

The following correspondence, pub- 
lished without comment, reveals the na- 
ture and source of the opposition: 


Copy or Letter From Secretary or STATE 
Hutui To CHAIRMAN OF RULES 
CoMMITTER: 


ne March 26, 1934. 
The State Department. 

My peak Sir: 

With further reference to previous cor- 
respondence concerning H. R. 3673, I 
write to say that in further harmony with 
the subject matter of my last communi- 
cation to you, it was not the purpose of 
those interested in the preparation of the 
report of the Inter-departmental Commis- 
sion on Nationality here in making repre- 
sentations to you that were contained in 
my former correspondence, unduly to de- 
lay consideration of H. R. 3673, much less 
antagonize the principle contained there- 
in. But that the purpose in view was con- 
sideration of the entire subject matter in- 
volved in this bill and also in the forth- 
coming report of the Interdepartmental 


Commission on Nationality, with a view — 


to final action in a way to dispose at the 
same time of all important phases of the 
general problem presented. 

In the light of the foregoing, I write to 
say that there is no disposition on my 
part or that of any of my associates con- 
nected with the Interdepartmental Com- 
mission on Nationalty to offer any further 
or other suggestion, either pro or con, 
relative to the time or to the manner in 
which you or your Committee or the mem- 
bership of the House of Representatives 
may or shall deal with H. R. 3673, and 
by this I mean to modify any suggestion 
in previous correspondence to the con- 
trary. | 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Hutt. 
Hon. W. B. Bankhead, | 
Committee on Rules, 
House of Representatives. 


Copy or Letter From Secretary or Lasor 
PerKiIns TO CHAIRMAN OF RULES 
CoMMITTER: 


March 27, 1934. 
Honorable William B. Bankhead, M. C., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. | 
My pEAR CoNGRESSMAN BANKHEAD: 

You have doubtless received the letter 
addressed to you by the Honorable Cor- 
dell Hull, Secretary of State, with refer- 
ence to H. R. 3673. The position stated 
therein is concurred in by this Depart- 
ment. 

Thanking you for the consideration you 


zenship. Since 1922, their nationality 
laws have been radically amended in the 
direction of giving women greater equal- 
ity by Great Britain, Canada, France, 


Equal Rights 


Spain, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Fin- 
land, Iceland, Belgium, Turkey, China, 
Persia, Esthonia, Roumania, Yugoslavia 
and Albania. 


Months Determined Opposition 


have shown the views of the Department 
in this matter, I am 
Most sincerely yours, 7 
(Signed) Frances 
Secretary. 


Tue Secretary or State Herp 


Dear Mr. CONGRESSMAN: 

If you will read the hearings of the 
House Committee on Rules of March 24, 
1934 (reprinted with corrections March 
27, 1934) on the Bill, H. R. 3673, “To 
Amend the Law Relative to Citizenship 


and Naturalization and for Other Pur- 


poses,” you will see how urgently the 
Secretary of State, Hon. Cordell Hull, 
needs your assistance. 


URGE TRIBUTE TO MOTHERS 


The National Council of Jewish Women, 
through its National President, has sent 
the following telegram to the White 


House: 
“May 14, 1934. 

“Honorable Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
“President of the United States, 
“The White House. | 

“Rejoice that Equal Nationality Bill 
has passed both Houses of Congress. We 
join with other women’s organizations in 
the hope that you will affix your signature 
to this measure of justice as a tribute to 

mothers in honor of Mother’s Day. 
| “National Council of Jewish Women, 


“Mrs. Arthur Brin, President.” 


Please read his letter to Chairman 
Bankhead, dated March 21, 1934, in which 
he says: 


“T am of the opinion that it would 
be particularly desirable to postpone 
action upon any matters relating to 
the nationality laws of the United 

_ States until the recommendations of 
the (President’s Nationality) com- 
mittee shall have been placed before 
the Congress through the President.” 


Then read his letter to Chairman Bank- 


head written three days later, March 24, — 


1934, in which he says: 


“The (President's Nationality) 
committee will shortly be in position 
to present its report to the President 
for transmission to the Congress—” 


Then consider what must have hap- 
pened in two short days. We find in his 
letter to Chairman Bankhead under date 
March 26, 1934, the following: 


“In the light of the foregoing, I 
write to say that there is no disposi- 
tion on my part * * * to offer any 
further or other suggestion, either 
pro or con, relative to the time or to 
the manner in which you or your 
committee or the membership of the 
House of Representatives may or 
shall deal with H. R. 3673, and by 
this I mean to modify any suggestion 
in previous correspondence to the 
contrary.” 


Please note that the Secretary of State 


does not withdraw a single expression in 
opposition to the content of the Bill. He 
simply will not be put in position of 
standing in the way of its present con- 
sideration, 

Now note the opinion of the Legal Ad- 
viser to the Secretary of State, which 
opinion, published in the same pamphlet, 
is dated May 19, 1933, four days after 
the House Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization reported the bill. Note 
that this opinion has not been withdrawn. 
Note that it is studded with expressions 
of doubt, frank objections and apt criti- 
cisms—a full score of them—as follows: 

“There are several provisions in 
this bill which seem objectionable—” 

“The meaning of the passage last 
quoted is not entirely clear.” — 

“The first clause of this provi- 
sion gives the impression that * * 
but * 

“It would probably be abhorrent 
to—” 

“It is believed that a principle so 
deeply imbedded in the legal system 
of the United States should not be 
lightly abandoned.” | 

“The most serious objection to the 

_ proposed measure is that—” 

_ “This will, of course, cause serious 

inconvenience to—”’ 

..“For example, it .will be.impossible:. . 

to—” 

“Attention is called to the remark- 
able fact that this bill makes it much 
more difficult for—’ 

“There is no sound reason for such 
extraordinary discrimination.” 

“It seems possible that the com- 
mittee assumed—” 

“There is no apparent reason why 
the law of the United States could 
not continue to—” 

“It would also seem desirable to 
add a provision to—” 

“This provision is objectionable for 
several reasons.” 

“Tt is believed that the last part of 
section * * * should be reconsid- 
ered—” 

“The provision in question appears 
to be distinctly contrary to the prin- 
ciple of—” 

“This will probably give rise to 
considerable hardship and inconveni- 
ence in cases of—” 

“The phraseology of the provision 
just referred to is vague and uncer- 
tain—” 

“Tt seems most desirable to adopt a 
single comprehensive provision for—” 

“The defects in this bill to which 
attention has been drawn serve to 
emphasize—” 


The little eight-page pamphlet issued by 
the Committee on Rules shows clearly 
that the Bill, H. R. 3673, is not a part of 
the Administration program. It shows 
that the bill is highly defective. It shows 
that there are steps in progress more 
satisfactory to meet the issues involved. 
It shows that more competent suggestions 
and recommendations are shortly to be 


ide 

at 

4 

$32 

4 
3 
Hi: 
x 
x 
| 
2 
> 
at 
4 
34 
> 
<a 
> 
4 
a 
4 4 
; 
| 
é 


we 


May 19, 1934 | 


presented to the Congress. And it shows 
that the Secretary of State has not with- 
drawn his objections to the Bill, H. R. 
3673, as has been claimed, but has simply 


gtated, in his gentlemanly way, that he 


will not be heard to prevent the exercise 
of the Congressional perogative to con- 
sider legislation, even in the face of for- 
mal advice that such legislation is unde- 
sirable, poorly prepared and defective in 
a score of particulars. 

The rule for the consideration of this 
measure should not be adopted; or if 
adopted, the bill should be recommitted 
to await the report of the President’s Na- 
tionality Committee, appointed by execu- 
tive order of April 25, 1933. 

Respectfully submitted, / 
(Signed) Snyper, 
Assistant to the Secretary, 
U. S. Department of Labor, 1929-1933. 
Clerk, Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization, 1919-1929. 
* 


WHITE & SNYDER 
Attorneys and Counsellors-at-Law 
Suite 719-725 National Press Bldg. 

Washington, D. C. 


ROBE CARL WHITE ASSOCIATES 
PETER F. SNYDER RENICK W. DUNLAP 
Agriculture 


GEORGE G. BOX 
Revenue and Income Tax 


Hon. Royal 8. Copeland, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 
May 2, 1934. 

Deak Senator CoPpELAND: 

We would respectfully direct your at- 
tention to the Bill, H. R. 3678, which 
passed the House of Representatives 


April -:25th- and-- is. now. pending .in the 


Senate Committee on Immigration. 

The terminology of this bill is most 
unfortunate. While the first part of Sec- 
tion 1 would appear to designate as a 
citizen the child born abroad of an Amer- 
ican citizen father or mother or both, the 
succeeding clauses establish conditions 


which appear to negative such designa- 
tion. By prescribing steps which the child 
himself must take, the latter part of the 
section raises a doubt (a) as to whether 
citizenship is conferred at birth, subject to 
being divested if certain requirements are 
not met, or (b) whether the child at birth 
is an alien eligible to recognition as a 
citizen upon the fulfillment of the condi- 
tions stated. 


There is no lack of élarity in the con- 
ditions required to exist at or prior to the 
birth of the child, i. e., that one or both 
of the parents must be a citizen at the 
time of the birth, and that the citizen par- 
ent must have resided in the United States 
previous to the birth. 


Doubt arises in respect of the condi- 
tions to be met by the child himself., i. e., 


entry into the United States before the 


age of 13 years, continuous residence in 
the United States for five years, and the 
taking of an oath of allegiance before at- 
taining the age of 21 years, 6 months. 
Are these conditions precedent which 
must be fulfilled before there can be any 
recognition as a citizen, or are they con- 
ditions subsequent the non-fulfillment of 


which would divest a right of citizenship 


theretofore existing? If the former, then 
the bill confers no benefit of American 
nationality upon any foreign-born child, 
but rather withdraws from some a status 
which would exist if Section 1993 U. S. 


R. S. should remain unchanged. If the 


latter, then the bill erects barriers which 
can not be surmounted in some cases, at 
the same time creating a doubtful status 
in respect of others who may be able to 
fulfill one or two, but not all three, of the 
requirements. 


We_bring the matter tc to ) your attention — 


to express our hope that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Immigration will take no hasty 
action concerning this very important 
matter, but will examine the text of the 
bill most carefully so as to make sure 
that the intent of the Congress is clearly 
and accurately stated. You will appre- 


125 


ciate the fact that such legislation is cer- 
tain to affect for good or ill the lives and 
fortunes of thousands of individuals, most 
particularly the families of foreign mis- 
sionaries representing almost all religious 
denominations and orders, the families of 
trade representatives sent out of the 
United States by industrial and commer- 
cial concerns, and the families of Govern- 
ment employees stationed abroad. It is 
important, therefore that every effort be 
made to clarify the provisions of the legis- 
lation, and that the text be perfected in 
the committee. 

There is another part of the bill in 
which we believe you may be interested. 
By Section 4 it is proposed that the time 
of residence for naturalization purposes 
be reduced in the case of the alien male 
married to an American citizen female, 
and increased in the case of the alien 
female married to an American citizen 
male. Just why this should be we have 
been unable to discover. We would rec- 
ommend your examination of this as well 
as other sections of the bill. 

If we can assist you by supplying addi- 
tional advice or information concerning 
this measure we shall be glad to have you 
call on us. Especially would we appre- 
ciate your assurance that it will not get 
out of committee until it shall have re- 
ceived most careful and thorough consid- 
eration. If opportunity is afforded, we 
should like to be heard on the subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
& Snyper, 
(Signed) By Prrmr F. Snyper. 


P. 8.—Since dictating the above we are 
informed that on April 28 Senator Cool- 
idge, on your behalf, formally reported 
the bill, H. R. 3678, to the Senate. You 
will pardon our suggestion, in view of the 
foregoing, that this is or was a serious 
mistake which requires correction. The 
bill is so highly imperfect that its amend- 
ment is imperative and the subject matter 
is of such importance that most earnest 
study ought to be given it.—PFS. 


Debate That Preceded Senate Vote 


wide who worked loyally and 
devotedly for the passage of the 
now historic H. R. 3673 will be interested 
to know what was said in the Senate be- 
fore the final unanimously favorable vote 
was taken. 
The following is a verbatim report 
taken from the Congressional Record of 


M EMBERS of the Party far and 


May 10 of the discussion in which all op- 


position was swept away that preceded 
the final passage of the Bill: 


AMENDMENT OF LAW RELATIVE TO CITIZEN- 
SHIP AND NATURALIZATION 


The bill (H. R. 3673) to amend the law 
relative to citizenship and naturalization, 
and for other purposes, was announced as 


- hext in order. 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator will withhold his objection 
for a moment. I know he desires to offer 
an amendment which is a friendly amend- 
ment. Personally I am very much in 
Opposition to it, and I hope the Senate 


will vote it down. The Senator, I am sure, 
is not objecting to the passage of the bill 
on its merits, but simply that in form he 
thinks there should be an amendment. I 
hope the Senate will consider his amend 
ment and vote it down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which was 
read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 1993 of 
the Revised Statutes is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 1993. Any child hereafter born 
out of the limits and jurisdiction of the 


United States, whose father or mother or™ 


both at the time of the birth of sueh child 
is a citizen of the United States, ig de- 
clared to be a citizen of the United States; 
but the rights of citizenship shall not de- 
scend to any such child unless the citizen 
father or citizen mother, as the case may 
be, has resided in the United States pre- 
vious to the birth of such child and unless 
the child, in cases where one of the par- 
ents is an alien, comes to the United 
States and resides therein for at least 5 


years continuously immediately previous 
to his eighteenth birthday, and unless, 
within 6 months after the child’s twenty- 
first birthday, he or she shall take an oath 
of allegiance to the United States of 
America as prescribed by the Bureau of 
Naturalization.” 


Sec. 2. Section 5 of the act entitled 


“An act in reference to the expatriation 
of citizens and their protection abroad,” 


approved March 2, 1907, as amended, is Bo: 


amended to read as follows: 


“Sec. 5. That a child born without the 
United States of alien parents shall be 
deemed a citizen of the United States by 
virtue of the naturalization of or resump- 
tion of American citizenship by the father 
or the mother: Provided, That such nat- 
uralization or resumption shall take place 
during the minority of such child; And 
provided further, That the citizenship of 
such minor child shall begin 5 years after 
the time such minor child begins to reside 
permanently in the United States.” 


Sec. 3. A citizen of the United States 
may upon marriage to a foreigner make a 
formal renunciation of his or her United 
States citizenship before a court having 
jurisdiction over naturalization of aliens, 
but no citizen may make such renuncia- 
tion in time of war, and if war shall be 
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declared within one year after such re- 
nunciation then such renunciation shall 
be void. 

Sec. 4. Section 2 of the act entitled 
“An act relative to the naturalization and 
citizenship of married women,” approved 
September 22, 1922, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 2. That an alien who marries a 
citizen of the United States, after the pas- 
sage of this act, as here amended, or an 
alien whose husband or wife is natural- 
ized after the passage of this act, as here 
amended, shall not become a citizen of 
the United States by reason of such mar- 
riage or naturalization; but, if eligible to 
citizenship, he or she may be naturalized 
upon full and complete compliance with 


all requirements of the naturalization 


laws, with the following exceptions: 

“(a) No declaration of intention shall 
be required. 

“(b) In lieu of the 5-year period of 
residence within the United States and 
the 1-year period of residence within the 
State or Territory where the naturaliza- 
tion court is held, he or she shall have 
resided continuously in the United States, 
Hawaii, Alaska, or Puerto Rico for at 
Jeast 3 years immediately preceding the 
filing of the petition.” 

Sec. 5. The following acts and parts of 
acts, respectively, are repealed: The act 
entitled “An act providing for the natu- 
ralization of the wife and minor children 
of insane aliens, making homestead en- 
tries under the land laws of the United 
States,” approved February 24, 1911; sub- 
division “Sixth” of section 4 of the act en- 
titled “An act to establish a Bureau of 
Immigration and Naturalization, and to 
_ provide for a uniform rule for the natu- 
ralization of aliens throughout the United 
States,” approved June 38, 1906; and sec- 
tion 8 of the act entitled “An act relative 
to the naturalization and citizenship of 
married women,” approved September 22, 
1922, as said section was added by the act 
approved July 3, 1930, entitled “An act 
to amend an act entitled ‘An act relative 
to naturalization and citizenship of mar- 
ried women,’ approved September 22, 
1922.” 

The repeal herein made of acts and 
parts of acts shall not affect any right or 
privilege or terminate any citizenship ac- 
quired under such acts and parts of acts 
before such repeal. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 


if we are to consider the bill now, I should 
like to offer the amendment which I send 
to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Utah proposes an amendment, which 
the clerk will state. 


The Cuier CierK. It is proposed to- 


strike out, beginning on page 1, line 5, 
down to and including line 7, on page 2, 

and in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

Src. 1993. (a) Any child hereafter born 
out of the limits and jurisdiction of the 
United States, whose father and mother 
at the time of the birth of such child are 
citizens of the United States, if either of 
said parents has resided in the United 


States previous to the birth of such child, 


is declared to be a citizen of the United 
States from birth, 

(b) Any child hereafter born out of the 
limits and jurisdiction of the United 
States, one of whose parents at the time 
of the birth of such child is a citizen of 


the United States and the other alien, if 
the parent who is a citizen has resided in 
the United States previous to the birth of 
such child, may become a citizen of the 
United States by taking an oath of alle- 
giance to the United States within 6 
months after his or her twenty-first birth- 


day, in such form and manner as shall be 


prescribed by the Bureau of Naturaliza- 
tion, provided that such child has resided 
within the United States for at least 5 
years continuously immediately previous 
to his eighteenth birthday. | 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. _ The 


question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from: Utah. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
it will be seen that the amendment is in 
the nature of a substitute for the first 
section of the bill. 

Mr. President, the section in question 
deals with the nationality of children born 
abroad of American parents. The present 
provision of the law is found in section 
1993 of the Revised Statutes, which this 
bill seeks to amend, The present pro- 
vision of the law reads as follows: 


All children heretofore born or here- 
after born out of the limits and jurisdic- 
tion of the United States, whose fathers 
were or may be at the time of their birth 
citizens thereof, are declared to be citizens 
of the United States but the rights of citi- 
zenship shall not descend to children 
whose fathers never resided in the United 
States. 


The present law provides that a child 
born out of the United States is a citizen 
if the father was a citizen at the time of 
birth and if the father had resided in the 
United States. This section was inter- 
preted by the Supreme Court in Weedin 
v. Chin Bow (1927) (274 U.S. 657), in 
which the Court held that the residence 
of the father in the United States must 
be prior to the birth of the child. 2 
The bill H.R. 3673 seeks to amend the 
present law by providing for two cate- 
gories of cases: 

First. Children born out of the United 
States both of whose parents are Ameri- 
can citizens. 

Second. Children born outside the 
United States either one of whose parents 
is a citizen. 

The obvious purpose of the bill is to 
provide equality for men and women, 
enabling an American mother as well as 
an American father to transmit American 
citizenship to their foreign-born child. 

The bill retains the curious phraseology 


of section 1993 of the Revised States in 


providing that— i 
The rights of citizenship shall not 
descend. * * * 
In the Chin Bow case, above referred to, 


the Supreme Court had difficulty in inter- 
preting this expression, but concluded 
that the transmission of the right of citi- 
zenship takes place at the birth of the 
child. The present bill would seem to 
provide that the rights of citizenship shall 
descend when the child reaches his 
twenty-first birthday. As the bill is 


Equal Rights 


drafted, it is rather impossible to tell 
with certainty whether the child during 
his first 21 years is an alien or a citizen; 
this applies to a case of a foreign-born 
child, only one of whose parents is a 
citizen, 

The substitute I offer for this section of 
the bill retains the substance and purpose 
of H.R. 3673, but seeks to clarify it. This 
is done by dividing the section into two 
paragraphs, (a) and (b). 

Paragraph (a) covers the case of for- 
eign-born children both of whose parents 
are citizens. | 

Paragraph (b) covers the case of for- 
eign-born children only one of whose par- 
ents is a citizen. | 

Paragraph (a) presents no difficulties. 
The only real change is the definite state- 
ment that such child is declared to be a 
citizen of the United States “from birth.” 
These last two words are considered de- 
sirable in the interests of clarity, particu- 
larly when contrasted with paragraph 
(b). 

Paragraph (b) clearly expresses the 
principle that the foreign-born child, only 
one of whose parents is a citizen, is born 
an alien but may become a citizen. by ful- 
filling certain requirements. — | 

It is apparent that under this para- 
graph (b) the child is born an alien, and 
this fact renders unnecessary the discus- 
sion of difficult questions regarding the 
application of the immigration laws of 
the United States to such child. .. _. 

The redraft, therefore, leaves this ques- 
tion open, and I believe that the issue 


should not be raised. It should be borne 


in mind that an Executive commission is 
now considering a comprehensive revision 
of our nationality laws, and it may there- 
fore be assumed that the present bill will 
eventually be superseded by the provisions 
of some comprehensive act. It is better 
to leave an uncertainty in the present bill 
than to raise the difficult question of im- 
migration at this time. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. 
President—— | 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Utah yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Will the 
Senator state the difference, in legal ef- 
fect, between the provisions of the first 
section of the pending bill and the pro- 
posed substitute for that section which 


the Senator has offered? What is the 


difference? 
Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Under the pro- 
posed substitute which I have suggested 
all persons born abroad, both of whose 
parents are citizens of the United States, 
will be such citizens from the time of 
birth. In cases where only one parent 
is a citizen of the United States the child 
abroad will be considered an alien from 
the time of birth. The present law, as 
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suggested, has confused the matter of citi- 
zenship to such an extent that every case 


involves further confusion; and, in my 


judgment, by the pending bill, without 
the amendment, we are merely adding 
greater confusion instead of clarifying 
the situation with respect to our nation- 
ality laws, which as they stand today are 
extremely complex, as the Senator knows. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Utah yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. Does the Senator 
that when a child is born to American 
citizens abroad those citizens are pre- 
vented by virtue of their passports—— 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The question 
of passports does not enter into this case 
at all. 

Mr. WALSH. As I understand the law, 
an American citizen who goes abroad and 
fails for 2 years to have his passport re- 
newed comes within the provisions of the 
law. Of course, he may stay 10 or 15 
years and still bean American. But does 
the Senator suggest that a child born of 
American parents who have been abroad 
10 or 15 years shall be held to be an 
American? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Each case, of 
course, would be determined on its par- 


ticular merits. So far as the birth of the 


child is concerned, if a child is born of 
parents, both of whom are American citi- 
zens but live abroad, he shall be deemed a 
citizen of the United States. 

Mr. WALSH. Does the Senator think, 
if an American man and an American 
woman move abroad and remain 20 years 
in Europe and then have a child, that the 
child should be considered to be an Ameri- 
can citizen? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah, That question 
does not arise: 

Mr. WALSH. I agree that while they 
are abroad and under passport permits 
children born to them should be consid- 


ered American citizens; but I think there | 


must be some limitation of time, because 
they occasionally abandon their American 
citizenship and take up their residence 


abroad to avoid taxation in the United 


States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is very 
true. If the Senator will read the bill or 
the suggested substitute, he will find that 
those questions do not arise at all. There 
ig involved merely the question of deter- 
mining nationality. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, may 
I ask the Senator a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Utah yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. O MAHONEY. What difference is 
there between the pending bill and the 
present law? 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The principal 
difference is that from the time the child 
is born until he is 13 years of age he has 
the status of a stateless person in inter- 
national law. 

Mr. OYMAHONEY. Is that a change 
from the present law? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Yes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Where is the lan- 
guage which constitutes that change? 
Does the Senator have before him the lan- 
guage of the original law? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Yes. 
Mr. OMAHONEY. I should like to see 
it. | 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I invite the 
Senator’s attention to it: 


All children heretofore born or here- 
after born out of the limits and jurisdic- 


tion of the United States, whose fathers 


were or may be at the time of their birth 
citizens thereof, are declared to be citi- 
zens of the United States; but the rights 
of citizenship shall not descend to chil- 
dren whose fathers never resided in the 
United States. 


The Supreme Court has interpreted 
that language to mean that the descent 
of citizenship must come at the time of 
the child’s birth. The change suggested 
is that descendant citizenship shall not 
come until the time the child reaches 21 
years of age. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Certainly. 


_Mr. McKELLAR. Here i is a statement 
with reference to ~ which T desire to ask 


the Senator a question. I should like to 
know if, in his opinion, it is a correct 
statement so far as the purposes of the 
bill are concerned : 

Principally it would give to the mother 
the right to transmit nationality to the 


minor child born abroad of an alien 
father. This right now inheres only in 


the father, under the doctrine of relation- 


ship of blood as opposed to the right de- 
rived from place of birth. That the right 
of the mother under such a doctrine 
should be superior to that of the father 
might fairly be advanced and readily 
maintained; that it should be at least 
equal is surely beyond the need of argu- 
ment. 


If an American father has the right that 


‘is provided in the bill, why should not an 


American mother have the same right? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is, of 
course, the purpose of the bill, and that 
is the purpose of the proposed substitute. 
I am not out of harmony with the pur- 
pose of the bill. I believe in the purpose 
of the bill, and I hope it will become the 
law of the land, but I do not think a bill 
to bring about more confusion than we 
already have in our nationality and im- 
migration laws should be enacted into 
law. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the 
editorial from which I just quoted is such 
a clear exposition of the matter that I ask 


to have it inserted in the Recorp at this 
point. 
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There being no objection, the editorial 


was ordered to be printed in the Racozp, 


as follows: 


[From the Evening Post, Charleston, S. C., 
May 8, 1934] 
EQUAL NATIONALITY RIGHT 


There is pending in the Senate a bill 
for equalizing the nationality rights of 
women with those of men. It has already 
passed the House and has the support of 
leaders in both parties, as it well deserves. 
The bill is designed to remove the last 
remaining discriminations against women 
in the nationality laws of the United 
States. Principally it would give to the 
mother the right to transmit nationality 


| to the minor child born abroad of an alien 


father. This right now inheres only in 
the father, under the doctrine of relation- 


ship of blood as opposed to the right de- 


rived from place of birth. That the right of 
the mother under such a doctrine should 
be superior to that of the father might 
fairly be advanced and readily main- 
tained; that it should be at least equal is 
surely beyond the need of argument. 

By the inequality of the present laws an 
American woman who marries an alien 
loses the right to transmit American citi- 
zenship to her minor children, and in 
event of the death of the husband the chil- 
dren remain of the nationality of the de- 
ceased father, even though the mother 
may return with them to the United 
States, and they are aliens under the law 
of their mother’s native land. 

The principle involved in the measure 
is sound and just. It has been written 
into the fundamental laws of 13 nations, 
and it was written into the recent treaty 
of Montevideo, to which 21 nations, in: 
cluding the United States, subscribed. 
The bill has been carefully drawn to 
avoid raising any issues as to immigra- 
tion or quotas of aliens. It is plain and 
unequivocal in its equalization of the na- 
tionality rights of the sexes, and it would 
remove an unjust and an archaic discrimi- 
nation against women. The reasonable- 
ness of the bill was so apparent that it 
passed the House without a roll call. It 
should find like approval and sanction in 
the Senate. 

Mr. O°-MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Utah yield further? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Certainly. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Having examined 
the statute as it now reads, as submitted 
by the Senator from Utah, and having 


compared it with the language of the bill 


now pending before us, it seems to me 


that the only substantial difference is that 
the word “mother” is inserted, giving to 
the mother the same rights of transmit- 
ting citizenship to the child that are now 
given to the father; and also that it pro- 
vides that the descent of citizenship shall 
go only to those children whose father or 
mother, as the case may be, has resided 
in the United States prior to the birth of 
the child. Under the present statute the 
right of citizenship does not descend to 
those children whose fathers never re- 
sided in the United States. 

That would be true of the pending bill. 
It differs from the present law in that it 
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requires residence in the United States 
by the mother. 

The new provision to which the Senator 
objects is that which deals with children 
one of whose parents is an alien. In such 
cases the right of citizenship does not 
descend to the child unless he or she 
comes to the United States and’ resides 
here for not less than 5 years immediate- 
ly preceding his eighteenth birthday and 


unless within 6 months after his twenty- — 


first birthday he takes the oath of — 
ance. 

This, it seems to me, is not dat of har- 
mony with the Supreme Court decision 
which the able Senator has quoted. The 
child becomes a citizen at birth, but such 
citizenship is subject to defeasance by the 


omission of the child to reside in the 


United States or to take the oath. It 
will be observed that the pending bill 
does not provide that citizenship shall 
not descend but that the rights of citizen- 
ship shall not descend in certain cases. 

I ask the Senator, therefore, if it is not 
the fact that the passage of the bill as it 
came to us from the House will merely 
preserve the present status with respect 
to fathers and extend it to mothers? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I think not. 
If the Senator’s conclusion were correct 
I should have absolutely no objection to 
the wording of the bill, because I want 
to see that purpose accomplished ; but 
when we take a particular case and ana- 
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Equal Nationality OMPLETE 

equality be- 
tween men and 

women, so far as 
May: 6, 2968. our of nation- 
ality are concerned, 
would be granted. by a bill now pending 
in the Senate. The measure was passed 
by the House on April 25 without opposi- 
tion and with very little publicity. No 
opposition is expected in the Senate. The 
legislation has been worked out with great 
care, and since it is wholly in line with 


the policy of the Administration in ac- 


cepting the nationality treaty signed by 
twenty-one nations at Montevideo, its 
enactment ought to be 4 mbes at this 
session. 

One of the most important provisions 
of the bill would give mothers the right 
to transmit nationality to their children 
born abroad, even though the fathers of 
such chidren may be aliens. Under the 
present law only fathers have the right. 
At the same time ‘provision is made in 


cases of this kind to dual 


nationality. 

The bill is not entirely wiiesebed with 
the nationality rights of women, however. 
One section would give men a right now 
enjoyed only by women—the right to re- 
nouncing citizenship upon marriage to an 


on sex. 


other: parts of the world, especially Latin 


lyze it, when we, treat.a case as the emi- 
gration authorities may treat. it, we find 
that under the present reading of the law 
individuals are left in a stateless condi- 
tion, greatly to their disadvantage. 

Mr; COPELAND. Mr. President, I 
understand that the purpose of the Sena- 
tor from Utah is to clarify the language, 


« but I have taken pains to inquire of those 


who. have administered the law in the 


past and those who now administer it,’ 
and I have no question at all that the | 


bill as written will accomplish exactly 
what the women have been asking for, to 
have men and women citizens put on the 
same plane of equality. I hope the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Utah will, be 
rejected. 

Mr. KING, Mr. may I ask 
the Senator from New York a question? 
Mr. COPELAND. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. This may not be pertinent 
to the discussion or come within the terms 
of the bill. Suppose that a woman who 
is ineligible to citizenship, such as a Japa- 
nese or a Chinese or a woman from India, 
should marry a man who is a citizen of 
the United States and happened to be in 
one of those countries, and children were 


| born. What would be the status of the 


children? 
_ Mr. COPELAN D. That is all fixed by 
necessity of the term of residence. 

Mr. KING. Would they ipso facto au- 
become American citizens? 


ress Comment 


alien. ‘It is essentially a bill of equaliza- 

Throughout the world there i is a decided 
trend toward the granting of equal nation- 


ality and ‘citizenship rights: to women. 


Only five nations have completely: elimi- 
nated discriminations of.this kind based 
-But'many others are gradually 
approaching that policy, as the United 
States has done. , In international gath- 
erings where nationality rights have been 
discussed the United States has persist- 
ently advocated the liberal view. Repeal 
of the. last vestiges of.discrimination in 
this field by enactment. of the equal na- 
tionality bill would doubtless have an 
effect, upon, this important: ‘movement: in 


‘America. It is well to remember that 
American women abroad will continue to 
be handicapped by archaic nationality 
laws until this reform is. 
adopted... 


Equalizing the 7 ITTLE notice 


Sexes 4. was taken of 

an important ac- 

ee New York - tion by: the House 
mes, of Representatives 
April 28, 1934. Wednesd: 


‘on Wednesday. It 
passed, after dis- 
conn. and without a ‘roll - call, the 


read the third time, and passed. 


Equal Rights 


Mr. COPELAND. I do not think so. 

Mr. KING. I think that is the mean- 
ing and purpose of the bill.. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask that 
the bill go over. . It is too complicated to 
be considered at this time. 


_ Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. 


“President, I hope the bill may be disposed 
of now.. It has been the subject matter 


of diseussion from time to time for quite 


* while, and I am sure it will be neces- 


sary to act upon it during the — 
session. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I am in favor 
of voting on it today, as delay will not 
help matters at all. 3 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
was taken up without objection and by 
unanimous consent. It is now too late 
to interpose an objection. 

Mr. SMITH. I did not know it was 
taken up by unanimous consent. | 
_ The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let us have a vote 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Thomas]. 

The amendment was rejected. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-_ 


_ tion is on the third reading of the bill. 


‘The bill was ordered to a third reading, 


“Rqualization Bill,” 2 to give to 
women Equal Rights with men in ques- 
tions relative to citizenship and natu- 
ralization. This would be in line with 
the recent Montevideo treaty, signed by 
the twenty-one nations of the Pan Ameri- 
can Union. When ratified it would es- 
tablish full equality of men and women 
on the Western Hemisphere in the mat- 
ters referred to. This principle of equal- 
ity has already been written into the 
laws of thirteen nations. It raises no 


_ question whatever about immigration. It 


will not affect the present quota law nor 
allow aliens otherwise disqualified to en- 
ter the United States. The sole purpose 
is. to allow citizenship to be transmitetd 
by the mother to her child. | 
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